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advice and recommendations to
promote integration and coordination of
forest management activities between
Federal and non-Federal entities. Each
PAC will provide advice regarding
implementation of a comprehensive
ecosystem management strategy for
Federal land within a province
(provinces are defined in the Record of
Decision at E–19).

The chairing responsibility of the
PACs will alternate annually between
the Forest Service’s and the Bureau of
Land Management’s representative.
When the Bureau of Land Management
is not represented on the PIEC, the
Forest Service representative will serve
as chair. The chair, or a designated
agency employee, will serve as the
Designated Federal Official under
sections 10(e) and (f) of the Federal
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C.
App.).

The renewal of the PACs does not
require an amendment of Bureau of
Land Management or Forest Service
planning documents because the
renewal does not affect the standards
and guidelines or land allocations. The
Bureau of Land Management and Forest
Service will provide further notices, as
needed, for additional actions or
adjustments when implementing
interagency coordination, public
involvement, and other aspects of the
Record of Decision.

Equal opportunity practices are
followed in all appointments to the
advisory committees. To ensure that the
recommendations of the PACs have
taken into account the needs of diverse
groups served by the Departments,
membership will include, to the extent
practicable, individuals with
demonstrated ability to represent
minorities, women, persons with
disabilities, and senior citizens.

Dated: October 23, 2000.
Paul W. Fiddick,
Assistant Secretary for Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–31538 Filed 12–11–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–11–M

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Commodity Credit Corporation

Request for Reinstatement and
Revision of a Previously Approved
Information Collection

AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation,
USDA.
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY: In accordance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, this

notice announces the intention of the
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC)
and the Farm Service Agency (FSA) to
request the reinstatement and revision
of a previously approved information
collection. This information is used by
CCC and FSA to issue payments or other
disbursements. The program under
which payments are made are
authorized by the Agricultural Act of
1970, the Commodity Credit
Corporation Charter Act, the Food
Security Act of 1985, and the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act of 1996 (1996 Act).
DATES: Comments on this notice must be
received on or before February 12, 2001
to be assured consideration.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OR COMMENTS:
Contact David Tidwell, Agricultural
Program Specialist, Production,
Emergencies, and Compliance Division,
USDA, FSA, STOP 0517, 1400
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20250–0517, telephone
(202) 720–4542.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Title: Payer’s Request for Identifying
Number.

OMB Control Number: 0560–0121.
Expiration Date: October 31, 2000.
Type of Request: Reinstatement and

revision of a previously approved
information collection.

Abstract: In order to provide the
Internal Revenue Service with proper
identification for the processing of tax
returns, all producers who receive CCC
and FSA program payments must
provide FSA with a social security,
employer, or IRS identifying number.
Form CCC–343, Payer’s Request for
Identifying Number, will collect this
information without regard to whether
the payee is required to file a tax return
or is covered by social security.

The county FSA office prepares a
CCC–343 for each producer who has not
furnished a producer ID number. Once
the ID number is obtained and provided
to the county FSA office, the producer
is not requested to provide this
information again.

FSA does not make any program
payment until a producer furnishes a
social security, employer, or IRS
identifying number.

Identification of producers allows
FSA to provide IRS with identifying
numbers for tax collection purposes.
Section 6676 of the Internal Revenue
Code provides a penalty for failure to
furnish an identifying number to a payer
required to report such number to the
Service.

Estimate of Burden: Public reporting
burden for this collection of information
is estimated to average .08 (5 minutes)
per response.

Respondents: Producers.
Estimated Number of Respondents:

3,000.
Estimated Number of Responses per

Respondent: One.
Estimated Total Annual Burden on

Respondents: 250 hours.
Proposed topics for comment include:

(a) Whether the collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the Agency’s
estimate of burden including the
validity of the methodology and
assumptions used; (c) ways to enhance
the quality, utility and clarity of the
information collected; or (d) ways to
minimize the burden of the collection of
the information on those who are to
respond, including through the use of
appropriate automated, electronic,
mechanical, or other technological
collection techniques or other forms of
information technology. Comments
should be sent to the Desk Officer for
Agriculture, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, Office of
Management and Budget, Washington,
DC 20503 and to David Tidwell,
Agricultural Program Specialist,
Production, Emergencies, and
Compliance Division, USDA, FSA,
STOP 0517, 1400 Independence
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20250–
2415, (202) 720–4542.

Copies of the information collection
may be obtained from David Tidwell at
the above address.

Signed at Washington, DC, on December 5,
2000.
Keith Kelly,
Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit
Corporation.
[FR Doc. 00–31623 Filed 12–11–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3410–05–P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Commodity Credit Corporation

Notice of Proposed Change in Price
Support Differentials for Flue-Cured
Tobacco, and Invitation to Comment

AGENCY: Commodity Credit Corporation,
USDA.
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.

SUMMARY: The Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) is proposing to set
price support differentials for the 2001
crop of flue-cured tobacco, that, because
of market conditions, would provide a
zero price support rate for tobacco that
has not been cured in barns with an
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indirect heat source. In order that
tobacco can be duly valued for price
support purposes, farmers will, if the
proposal is adopted, be required to
certify whether their barns have an
indirect heat source.
DATES: Comments on this proposal
should be received by December 27,
2000 to be assured of consideration and
should be directed to the individual
listed below.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Charles Hatcher, Director, Tobacco and
Peanuts Division, United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA),
1400 Independence Avenue, SW., STOP
0574, Washington, DC 20250–0514,
telephone (202) 720–0156 or FAX (202)
418–4270.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Quotas for
tobacco production are administered
under the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, 7 U.S.C. 1281 et seq. Where
quotas for a kind of tobacco have been
approved by producers of that kind of
tobacco, price support is made available
for that tobacco under the terms and
conditions of Section 106 the
Agricultural Act of 1949, 7 U.S.C. 1421,
et seq. Flue-cured tobacco is one of the
kinds of tobacco for which quotas have
been approved. Regulations for
governing price support and quotas for
tobacco are found at 7 CFR parts 723
and 1464.

Price support is made available
through non-recourse loans to farmers
through a designated producer-member
association, which in the case of flue-
cured tobacco is the Flue-Cured
Tobacco Stabilization Corporation
(Stabilization). As such, the loans do not
have to be repaid, but rather the tobacco
is placed in Stabilization’s inventory
and Stabilization then attempts to sell
the tobacco for the highest price
possible. Losses on inventory tobacco
are covered by assessments levied
against all producers (and buyers) of
flue-cured tobacco, irrespective of, in
the case of producers, whether that
individual producer placed any tobacco
under a price support loan.

The average loan rate for the tobacco
is set for each crop year under a formula
which is set out in Section 106 of the
1949 Act, but, in making those loans,
variations for location and other factors
are made in the loan amount which is
available for an individual lot of
tobacco. Such variations in the price
support level are known as
‘‘differentials’’. They are provided for
explicitly in Section 403 of the 1949
Act, which is found at 7 U.S.C. 1423.
That section was suspended for
commodities other than tobacco for the
1996–2000 crops by Section 171 of the

Agricultural Market Transition Act
(AMTA), Public Law 104–127, but
remains in force for tobacco. Under the
provisions of section 403 of the 1949
Act, the Secretary may (and the
Secretary has done so consistently for
many years) make appropriate
adjustment in the support price for
differences in grade, type, quality,
location and other factors. The
adjustments must, insofar as practicable,
be made in such manner that the
average support price for the commodity
will, on the basis of the anticipated
incidence of such factors, be equal to
the national average level of support
determined in accordance with section
106 of the 1949 Act. Using this
authority, differentials are established
each crop year for quota tobaccos, by
kind.

This notice proposes to change the
flue-cured tobacco price support
differentials effective for the 2001 crop
year to provide for differing valuations
of tobacco based on the heat source of
the barn in which the tobacco is cured.
Specifically, it is proposed in this notice
that the differentials for the upcoming
crop year be adjusted so that flue-cured
tobacco cured in barns which use a
direct heat source would have a price
support value of zero. For ease of
reference, and for reasons which are
explained below, those barns with a
direct heat source will be referred to as
‘‘un-improved’’ barns and those with an
indirect heat source will be identified as
‘‘improved’’ barns. However, those
barns which have been built with an
indirect heat source would, of course, be
treated the same as those which have
been converted, or ‘‘improved’’ by
changing the heat source from a direct
source to an indirect source.

The change in differentials set out in
this notice is being proposed at the
request of Stabilization, the producer-
owned association. According to
Stabilization, buyers in recent years
have increasingly been concerned about
flue-cured tobacco cured in barns with
direct heat sources because of the desire
of buyers to reduce nitrosamines which
can form through direct heating. Due to
those concerns and as part of a long-
term effort to reduce nitrosamines,
Stabilization has informed USDA that
buyers will no longer, effective with the
2001 crop, buy tobacco cured using
direct heat; that is, Stabilization has
indicated that the market value of
direct-heated tobacco is zero. Recently,
however, by a joint enterprise between
tobacco buyers and Stabilization,
farmers have been provided funding to
convert their barns from direct heat to
indirect heat.

In the meantime, however, because of
these buyer preference and demands,
producers, through their association
(Stabilization), have requested that the
price support value of the tobacco
produced in un-improved barns be zero
because otherwise, it is feared, the
tobacco will go into the price support
inventory, will not be marketable, and
will produce losses that must be borne
by all producers together in the form of
the higher ‘‘no net cost assessments,’’
referred to above, which, under the
terms of the 1949 Act, are designed to
help assure that the tobacco program is
operated at no net cost to the public
other than the costs associated with
price support programs in general. Since
there is no indication that the market
price of the tobacco will be greater than
zero, this notice proposes adopting the
suggestion of the producer association.
However, in proposing to set the
differentials at zero for tobacco
produced in un-improved barns, the
Department is not making a
determination about the benefits of, or
need for, barn improvement, or even
whether the general trends in barn
improvement are a good idea or a bad
idea. Rather, the differential
determination is made on the expected
actual market price for tobacco
produced in the un-improved barns,
taking into account the assessment of
that price being made by the producer
association itself. It is realized, however,
that this determination may involve
difficulty for some farmers who do not,
or can not, make the improvements to
their barns despite the incentives being
offered in the industry to make that
change. For that reason, comment on
this proposal is requested. While all
comments are welcome and solicited,
respondents should, in particular,
address the question of whether tobacco
in un-improved barns will, in fact, have
a market value for the upcoming crop
year. It bears emphasizing that
irrespective of the outcome of the
proposal set out in this notice, tobacco
produced in direct-heated barns will
still be, at least technically, eligible for
price support in that the tobacco will
meet the minimum requirement that
tobacco must meet to generate a price
support loan as set out in part 1464.
However, of course, this will not be of
much value to the farmer, in terms of
loan access since the loan value
assigned the tobacco would be zero, or,
perhaps, close to zero Because this is
strictly a price determination, it does
not appear that any change to program
regulations, such as the regulation at 7
CFR 1464.8 dealing with tobacco
eligibility standards, needs to be made
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on an emergency basis to make the
change set forth in this notice. Likewise,
whether or not the differential proposal
is adopted, this action will not prohibit
tobacco from un-improved barns from
being marketed to buyers which of itself
would mitigate an error in determining
the market value of the tobacco given
that if the market value of the tobacco
is greater then zero, producers will be
free to market the tobacco at whatever
price the market will be bear. Such
marketings, if they do produce a return
greater than zero, will at least indirectly
benefit from the price support system
because that system aids the market
price of all tobacco by lifting the price
for competing producers of the same
kind of domestic tobacco.

In order to assure that there are no
loan losses, the proposal will require
certifications by producers of whether
their tobacco has or has not been
produced in improved barns. For these
purposes, an improved barn would be
any barn which has been retrofitted
under the association’s program or
which otherwise have been built with,
or improved to include, the technology
that produces the market-preferred
tobacco. In making this proposal, the
Department wished to emphasize that it
would be preferable if accommodations
could be made within the industry to
allow disadvantaged farmers extra time
to complete barn improvements or to
provide greater funding so that this
change in market arrangements will
produce less harm. To that end, the
comments, which would include
comment from the associations, and
others interested in this issue, on
whether there will be efforts made to
provide for such assistance and on
whether such considerations should be
taken in consideration in setting the
differentials. However, it should be
understood that if the market value of
the tobacco is indeed zero and despite
that market value, no change was made
in the differentials, this would mean not
only that there would likely be loan
losses but that because of those losses it
would be necessary to increase tobacco
assessments immediately (that is, for the
2001 crop) to cover such losses, as
required by the 1949 Act. Such
assessments could be considerable.

Following the receipt of the
comments, the Secretary will take such
action as may be warranted, taking into
account the comments and any other
information as may be relevant.

Proposed Change in Differentials for
Flue-Cured Tobacco: Accordingly, it is
proposed with respect to the 2001 and
subsequent crops of flue-cured tobacco
that the differentials for such tobacco
provide (1) that the price support low

value of tobacco produced in a barn
without an acceptable indirect heat
source for curing should be zero and (2)
that producers should be required to
certify in a manner acceptable to CCC
whether their tobacco which is
presented for a price support loan has
been cured in a barn with an acceptable
heat source. Such certifications may be
tied to a program of barn improvement
implemented by Stabilization as needed
to assure a proper valuation of the
tobacco for price support purposes.

Signed at Washington, DC, on December 7,
2000.
Keith Kelly,
Administrator, Farm Service Agency and
Executive Vice President, Commodity Credit
Corporation.
[FR Doc. 00–31673 Filed 12–7–00; 4:54 pm]
BILLING CODE 3410–05–P

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service

Horsethief

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement.

SUMMARY: The purpose of this notice is
to inform the public that the Forest
Service intends to prepare an
environmental impact statement for the
Horsethief project, Sierra National
Forest Fresno County, California.
DATES: The public is asked to submit
any issues regarding potential effects of
the proposed action or alternatives by
January 15, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to
Ray Porter, District Ranger, Pineridge/
King River Ranger District, P.O. Box
559, Prather, California 93651.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kim
Sorini-Wilson, Team Leader at (559)
855–5355, or e-mail ksorini@fs.fed.us.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background and Early Public
Involvement

In 1995, the NEPA process for
Horsethief began; knowing the main
focus would be to re-introduce fire into
the ecosystem with fuels reduction
through timber harvest. A letter was
sent to the public, requesting
preliminary input in defining the
characteristics of a healthy and viable
ecosystem and to assist in planning
projects that would achieve those
characteristics. Two public field trips to
Horsethief occurred in June 1995 and
specialists began gathering information
about existing condition. A conscious
decision was made by the Forest

Supervisor to defer planning efforts in
order to better understand ecosystem
management. An ecosystem
management plan was prepared and
signed in June of 1997. The Plan is titled
Horsethief Ecosystem Analysis Plan.
From this Ecosystem Analysis an
Environmental Assessment titled
Horsethief Environmental Assessment
was completed and sent out for
comments in December 1999; with the
comments received and new scientific
information it was decided to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement. No
additional public meetings are
anticipated.

Proposed Action
The proposed action is to reintroduce

fire, improve forest health, manage
stand structure and density for the
survival and growth of conifer/oak
seedlings and reestablish conifers while
providing desired spotted owl habitat
within Spotted Owl Habitat Area
(SOHA #14, FR031).

The need is due to the high risk of
stand replacing fire, the potential loss to
the current investment (plantations)
from fire and disease, and the potential
for fires to exceed the boundaries of one
watershed. A current fire risk analysis
has shown this watershed to be at high
risk for a stand replacing fire.

The need for forest health
improvement is due to high tree
densities are increasing tree stress,
susceptibility to stand replacing fire,
susceptibility of insect attack and
disease; and plantations are at risk to
increased infestations of mistletoe from
infected mistletoe trees.

The need to improve the habitat
conditions of SOHA #14 is due to lack
of nesting habitat, excessive foraging
habitat, vegetation conditions are not
appropriate for increasing non-
overlapping canopy cover, and
previously harvested areas are not
providing nesting or foraging habitat.

The proposed activities are consistent
with the LRMP and the Horsethief
Ecosystem Analysis Plan. The project
prescriptions will be following
California Spotted Owl (CASPO)
guidelines (USDA 1993) and the
recommended direction suggested in the
Regional Forester’s letter of May 1,
1998.

Preliminary Alternatives to the
Proposed Action

To comply with NEPA, the Forest
Service will evaluate alternatives to the
proposed action within the EIS,
including No Action and other
alternatives responding to public
comments. Each alternative will be
rigorously explored and evaluated, or
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